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1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 

has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on October 30, 2008 has been entered. 
Claims 39, 41-50 and 52-60 are pending. 

2. Claims 39, 41-50 and 52-60 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the enablement requirement for reasons of record in the Office action mailed 
November 01, 2007. 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 39 and 50 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Baldo et 
al. in Nature, Vol. 395, pp. 151-154 (September 10, 1998) as evidenced by applicant's arguments 
filed August 09, 2007, for reasons of record in the Office action mailed November 01, 2007. 
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5. Applicant's arguments filed October 30, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that one of ordinary skill in the art would be familiar with techniques 
used to determine HOMO, LUMO and triplet energies of a material, and therefore determining 
these values for particular materials would not constitute undue experimentation. 

Applicant further argues that the examiner has not identified any limitation that lacks 
enablement. Applicant argues that the fact that certain embodiments disclosed in the apphcation 
may not meet all the recited claim elements does not provide an adequate basis for the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, when methods for determining the recited properties are 
routine in the art. 

The limitation that lacks enablement is the limitation of a combination of phosphorescent 
dopant material and an electron transporting host material that meets all the energy relationships 
set forth in independent claims 39 and 50 (i.e. the relationship between HOMO of the dopant and 
Ip of the host, the relationship between LUMO of the dopant and LUMO of the host, and the 
relationship between the triplet state energy of the dopant and the triplet state energy of the host). 
While the specification describes exemplary hosts and exemplary dopants, the exemplary hosts 
and dopants provide combinations that meet only two of the three energy relationships required 
by the present claims. The specification provides insufficient guidance with respect to 
combinations of materials that meet all three energy relationships. Note that the present 
specification does not disclose the actual values for the HOMO, LUMO or triplet energy of any 
of the disclosed phosphorescent dopant materials, and does not disclose the actual values for the 
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Ip, LUMO or triplet energy of any of the disclosed electron transporting host materials. The fact 
that combinations of dopant and host materials disclosed in the specification do not meet all the 
energy relationships of the present claims was determined through other sources as described in 
the rejection as set forth in the Office action mailed November 01, 2007. 

While the present specification describes the concept of the presently claimed device, the 
specification provides no examples of specific materials that can be used in combination to 
provide a device meeting the limitations of the presently claimed device. The question is not 
whether one of ordinary skill in the art would be capable of measuring LUMO and HOMO 
values of materials, the question is whether one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would be able to make the invention commensurate in scope with the present claims 
without undue experimentation. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, 
looking to the specification for guidance, would reasonably presume that at least some materials 
disclosed in the specification could be used in combination to provide the device of the present 
claims, but no specific examples are provided that clearly meet all the limitations with respect to 
the specified relationships between the various properties. Since there are a large number of 
materials from which the dopant and host materials can potentially be selected, and there is a 
lack of guidance with respect to any specific combinations of materials that actually meet the 
required relationships, the examiner maintains the position that the present claims are not 
enabled. 

With respect to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(b), applicant argues that the triplet 
energy values reported by Lamansky et al. (US 2002/0182441) for PtOEP and Alqs are not 
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1.9eV and 2.0eV, respectively, but are 1.9 ± 0.1 eV and 2.0 ±0.1 eV. Applicant argues that 
therefore, within the experimental error, these values cannot be distinguished and the triplet 
energy of PtOEP may actually be greater than the triplet energy for Alq3. AppUcant argues that 
within the limits of the measurement technique, the triplet energy of PtOEP and Alqs are the 
same. 

The present claims place no limitation on the difference between the triplet state energy 
between the phosphorescent dopant material and the electron transporting host material beyond 
the requirement that the dopant material have a triplet excited state with a triplet state energy that 
is less than that of the host material. A dopant material having a triplet state energy that is a 
fraction of an eV less than the triplet state energy of a host material meets the relative triplet state 
energy limitation of claims 39 and 50. The first fiiU paragraph on page 7 of the specification 
teaches a difference in triplet values of at least about 0.1 eV between triplet host and triplet 
dopant, though the present claims don't even require that much of a difference between triplet 
values. There is no limitation as to how the triplet state energy must be measured. If under the 
same measurement conditions, the triplet state energy of the dopant material PtOEP is measured 
to be 1.9eV, and the triplet state energy of the electron transporting host material Alqs is 
measured to be 2.0eV, this combination of materials meets the triplet state energy relationship 
required by present independent claims 39 and 50. 



Application/Control Number: 10/698,233 
Art Unit: 1794 



Page 6 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Marie R. Yamnitzky at 
telephone number (571) 272-153 1 . The examiner works a flexible schedule but can generally be 
reached at this number from 7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. Monday-Friday. 

The current fax number for all official faxes is (571) 273-8300. (Unofficial faxes to be sent 
directly to examiner Yamnitzky can be sent to (571) 273-153 1 .) 



/Marie R. Yamnitzky/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1794 



MRY 

December 15, 2008 



